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( Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste | )

Nov. 19, 2004 -

Dr. Wagqar Ahmad, Project Manager
Dept. of Toxic Substance Control
700 Heinz Ave. Suite 200

Berkeley, CA 94710

. Dear Dr. Ahmad,

The Committee to Minimize Toxic Waste (CMTW) adamantly requests that the
Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) require the Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory (LBNL) to include a review of the environmental impacts from the proposed
_continued operations of their Hazardous Waste Handling Facility (HWHF) in LBNL’s
Long Range Development Plan Environmental Impact Review (LRDP EIR) and that the
DTSC postpone its decision regarding the LBNL’s HWHF permit renewal application

until after the LRDP EIR process is completed. We ask this for six (6) major reasons:

1. There was NO updated environmental review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) or the National Environmental Policy Act. DTSC allowed
LBNL to rely on a 1997 Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (which st the
time was 80 opposed, and the extensive public outcry so great, LBNL was unable
to meet its deadline to respond to all the comments. DTSC conveniently issued a
Consent Order, allowing increased storage of “mixed” i.e.radioactive/hazardous
waste. Following issuance of the Negative Declaration a lawsuit was filed
supported by both the cities of Berkeley and Oakland!)

2. Members of the CMTW were denied by you, Dr. Ahmad, access to the 1997
Negative Declaration, the CEQA Initial Study and the Health Risk Assessment
despite your notice stating “the full administrative record is avzilable at; DTSC
File Room, 700 Heinz Ave., Berkeley, CA 94710” where they met you for the
purpose of reviewing these documents. (See enclosed 10/15/04 letter to Mohinder
Sandhu from Pamela Sihvola and p.4 DTSC notices.)

3. Since 1997 important events have taken place that impact LBNL’s permit,
especially the continued threat of terrorists attacks on NUCLEAR FACILITIES
(or in the case of LBNL’S HWHF, a non-nuclear facility storing nuclear waste!
See 4.below) LBNL and its HWHF are a prime target with thousands of gallons
of radioactive, mixed and hazardous waste being stored within the city limits of
Berkeley and Oakland, surrounded by residential neighborhoods and University
of California dormitories! A carefiil analysis must be provided as to what the
health and environmental impacts would be if a plane flew into the HWHF when
it was filled up to its storage capacity with radioactive, mixed and hazardous
waste. The 1997 Safety Analysis Document (SAD) reviewed by DTSC, does not
provide such worse case scenario.



A. There are serious safety issues with the Hazardous Waste Handling Facility
(HWHEF). The EIR done in 1989/90 for the current HWHF (then called
replacement HWHF) was for a nuclear facility. However, in the spring of 1994
LBNL decided, without benefit of a new EIR, to instead build a non-nuclear
facility for the storage of nuclear wastes (eg. radioactive and “mixed”, i.e.
radioactive/hazardous) and hazardous waste. At that time LBNL had close to
39,000 curies of tritium (radioactive hydrogen) in inventory. '

5. The total maximum permitted storage capacity for “mixed”
(radioactive/hazardous) waste should be reduced because the National Tritiom
Labeling Facility, which produced the majority of the radioactive/hazardous
waste, has been closed. ’

6. Of all the National Laboratories and other Federal facilities that generate, handle
or store hazardous chemicals, radioactive waste, organic waste and mixed waste,
LBNL is conspicuous by the lack of a normal and prudent buffer zone, a
fundamental and essential component for operational safety. LBNL’s location in
a high dengity residential area prone to fire conflagrations like the one that
destroyed aromnd 3,000 homes in 1989, and situated directly on the active
Hayward seismic fault require an honest and rigouous investigation of any facility
handling the amounts and types of materials the HWHF currently does.

We also ask that you answer the following questions:

1. One of the conditions of LBNL’s current permit is WASTE MINIMIZATION.
Therefore, why not limit the storage capacity to 5000 gallons and ask LBNL to
provide data showing how successfil the WASTE MINIMIZATION program is
with respect to hazardous, mixed and radioactive waste, division by division, with
gpecific goals and milestones presented quarterly?

‘2. What are the current inventories of hazardous, mixed, including transuranic
mixed, and radioactive wastes at LBNL’s HWHF expressed both in curies and
gallons? Please include curies and gallons for the transuranic (TRU) mixed waste
which contain the following isotopes: Americium 241, 243, Californium 249,
Cesium 137, Cobalt 57, Curium 243,244, 248, Hydrogen 3, Manganese 54,
Neptunium 237, Plutonium 238, 239, 240, 241, Protactinium 231, Thallivm 204,
Uranivom 235. v

3. What are the main transportation routes for the wastes referenced above? What
time of the day are the waste shipments passing through numerous Berkeley
neighborhoods? If during the day and during rushhour, this must be reevaluated.



4. Does the hazardous and radioactive mixed waste, generated by the Bevatron
deconstruction, and its fransportation, fall under the RCRA Part B permit and
DTSC’s jurisdiction? If not, under which agencies does it fall?

5. Inthe event of arelease of chemical, radioactive, organic or mixed waste from the
HWHEF by accident or terrorist intent, what alarm or notification systems would
be deployed to protect LBNL personnel, UC staff and students, local residents
and surrounding communities?

6. What is the process by which LBNL decides to activate these alarms, if any?

7. What plans for emergency evacuation of the laboratory, UC and affected or at risk
local neighborhoods does LBNL have in the event of an accidental or intentional
release of these waste substances?

8. Have these plans been shared with UC, local city governments and the public?
9. Has there been any other planning or coordination with the city governments of

Berkeley, Albany, Oakland, Kensington, El Cerrito or any other citiee which may
be affected by a release of the waste materials stored at the HWHF?

‘Thaok you for yo{)r carefil aftention to the requests and questibns we have raised. We

look forward to your response.

Commxttee to Minimize Toxic Waste
P. O. Box 9646
Berkeley, CA 94709

- \LLTY
James Cinmmgham commijtty'e member

-

c.c. Terry Tamminen, Secretary Cal EPA
Steven Chu, Director, LBNL
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! Planming and Develoﬁmm: Deparimnent
l Toxics Managsement Division

October 5, 2004

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Atm: Sal Cirello -
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200

" Berkeley, California 94710

Regarding: Comments on Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, Corrective Measures Study

-

Dear Mr. Cirialioﬁ

" The Toxics Management Division (TMD) has reviewed the Draft Corrective Measures Study
(CMS) dated July 2004. The TMD is generally satisfied with the site restoration progress in
identifying the chemical contamination concerns in soil and groundwater and is also satisfied

: with the variously proposed corrective measures. The general thrust to clean up to drinking
2 water standards is acknowledged and we comment on ways to strengthen this goal.

The primary concern for the TMD has been to identify appropriate cleanup goals that would
allow for the highest uses of the site and not limit it to “institutional” uses. The TMD
understands that some areas of the site will not be cleaned up to the highest, most protective
standard, primarily because of the limitations of rechnically feasible, and cost effective ways
to bring these areas to the most protective cleamup standard. We would refer you to the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCR), which has provided pood guidance on how
* to meet the maximum contarninant levels (MCLs) as a “long term™ objective. In the absence
of MCLs, written controls and procedures should be subraitted for review and approval to
, local agencies and the RWQCB prior to adoption. '

The TMD is concemed with creating a patchwork of areas on the LBL. carapus that meet the
state criteria for beneficial uses. These would be hard to map and regulate, The TMD would
also like to see human health risk analyses determined more pathways of exposure, We would
like to see bathing, washing, irrigation considered as exposure pathways. As with the
RWQCB, we are prepared to consider that drinkirig is an unlikely pathway for exposure and
that the MCL goals can be met in the not too distant fiture—

2118 Milvia Smeel, Suire 200, Berkoley, California 94704 = TEL (510) 981-7460 * FAX: (510) 581-7470 « TDD: (510) 981-7474



, Ose=20-04 04:46pn Fron-Chao Shan +5104868684 T-z16  P.004/004  F-089

. ®
ot v

Page 2 of 2 ‘
Comments on Lawrence Berkeley Labc:ratory., Corrective Measures

In contrast, the CMS report presents the non-degradation policy and MCL as “goals™ or
“ob_;acuves” rather than a long term “requirement”.

Tn presenting this report with limited risks due to limiting the pathways for exposure, we

' present the federal government with the excuses 1o stop payment for additional clean up to the

highest stapdards possible.

The TMD has no specific comments on specxﬁc areas of concem in CMS report. Below I
have reiterated the general comments for your convenience. These comments have been
made on previous occasions by staff, the Cornmmty Enwronrpantal Adyviscry Commission
and the City Council. :

© 1. Historically, regulatory agcncJeé have had difficulty maintaining controls for sites closed

with contamination left m—place Institutional controls are proposed for LBNL when the
ILCR is greater than 108 calculated for pathways that include barhing, irrigation etc, or
when the HI is greater than 1. The TMD would like to review the proposed policies and .
procedurés and details of the specific controls that will be implemented.

2. There are some controls that the TMD would consider problematic. Examples are
d::clarmg groundwater of no potential beneficial use as a drinking water source due solely
to contamination and land-use restnchons for the property.

Should you have any additional queries, please do not hes1tatc 10 contact Geoffrey Fiedler or
myself

Smceraly,

O Hmﬁw]b
Nabil A Al-Hadithy, P

Taxics Management Division

Co:  Geoffrey Fiedler, TMD |
Wendy Cosin, Deputy Duector of Planning and Dcvelo;:ment
Michael Rochette, RWQCB, 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400,0akland, CA 94612
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To:  Mayor Tom Bates and Berkeley City Council

From: Tom Kelly, Chair, CHC _ _

Date: [May15,2005 | : -

Re:  ‘Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory’s (LBNL) Corrective Measures Study/Cleanup
- “Plans o “ '

i
1

Desr Mayor Bates and members of the Betkeley, City Council,

s i : o
The Community Health Commission has authorized me to send this letter to you and City staff
recommending that he City of Berkeley'insist upon a comprehensive soil and groundwater
cleanup of the variotls contaminants that have been leaked from Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory (LBNL) facilities into the sol and groundwater near the headwateis of Strawberry
Creek. I ! Vo P

o

i/ ‘ : . y o~
The City of Berkeley’s Toxics Managemént Division (TMD) has expressed its concern that the
jeurrent cleanup plan addresses only a relatively smbll portion of the contaminﬁtad area. TMD
/believes that the soil and proundwater sh 1 be restored to & “beneficial use” standard rather
/ than the Jowet “institutional use” standard that is proposed by LBNL. The CHC corcurs.

I3

- » l‘ : I R
The CHC makes the following recommendations ofs behalf of the residents of the City:

1) That ’LBNL_condnct a comprgheng:‘.ve clean up of all the contaminatedisoils and
gromdwaier to the highest p.iisib{le {evel,and . : U .
2) That the responsible State agency, the Department of Toxic Sukstances Control sponsot a:

representative Citizen| Watershed' Advisory Group that would paticipate in the corrective

* measures implementation phase of the\corrective action process. i 4
Since the contaminated plumes are still fairly well contained, and since exposure to ariy and all

of these contaminants can e serious negative; healthreffects, it seems both poét effective and
health protective to remove as much of the coptamination as is possible. LBNL may not always
remain on this site, but the City of Berkeley undoubtedly will, so it secms ¢nly fair that LBNL be
responsible for the contamination it'has ¢reated and pot leavé the problem to future generations
of Berkeleyans to resolve. T B

Sincerei_y, - D ‘ o
T};omas Kely R
; : .i \ :
gc:  City Manager -
: City Clerk. / t
Poki Namkung, Healthi Officer
Kristin Tehrani, Secretary CHC \
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